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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Reflecting a growing national interest in volunteer youth services, the
Augustus F. Hawkins-Robert T. Stafford Elementary and Secondary School
Improvement Amendments of 1988 require the secretary of education to study and
report on tutoring programs for disadvantaged elementary and secondary
students that involve college students as tutors. The mandate also includes a
requirement to review tutoring programs conducted in foreign countries to
determine their relevance to the United States. This report summarizes the
results of the mandated study, whose scope was expanded slightly to include
mentoring programs in which college students serve as role models and informal
advisors to younger students. To help determine the longer-term opportunities

offered by tutoring and mentoring projects, the study examined existing data

on program effectiveness.

The sponsoring projects generally report that tutoring and zentoring
services have positive effects on (1) the test scores, grades, and overall
academic performance of disadvantaged elementary and secondary students;

(2) their motivation and attitude toward education; (3) their familiarity with
environments other than their own; and (4) their self-esteem and self-
confidence, They also report that project participation helps college
students (1) obtain practical experience and improve their leadership and
communication skills, (2) develop a greater commitment i:o cmn:d.t:y service,

and (3) increase their self-esteem and self-confidence. Although the strength



of these findings is weakened by the fact that they are based primarily on
self-evaluations, other research on tutoring and mentoring services to
disadvantaged students confirms the capacity of such programs to produce
beneficial results (Cohen, Kulik, & Kulik, 1982; Flaxman, Ascher, &
Harrington, 1988; Slavin, 1987).

Our review of the research literature and Interviews conducted for this
study suggest that positive effects are most strongly assoclated with programs
that exhibit a fairly high degree of structure. These programs tend to

include the following:

Time commitments are sufficient in session length and overall
duration to provide consistent, regular contact with participating
youth. Campus Compact, a national organization that promotes and
sponsors youth service, recommends that college tutors and mentors
commit three hours each week over a year's time.

. Systematic gcreening of prospecti tive tutors and mentors and matching
with younger students

The experience of current programs indicates that prospective tutors
and mentors are most likely to succeed in their relationships with
youngar students if they place a high value on the service they will
be providing and they are proficient in the skills that they intend
to teach. College students are most likely to form productive
tutoring and mentoring relacionships with younger students when the
Pairing of older and younger students takes account of shared traits

and interests.

These activities typically focus on (1) the continuing development
of effective relationships between tutors or mentors and students
and (2) the content of the skills and knowledge that the tutors and
mentors share with younger students. In interviews, most school
personnel expressed a desire to play a greater role in training
tutors and mentors.

Because of the importance of personal relationships and trust in
tutoring and mentoring activities, local project administrators

ii
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Stress the importance of regular communication and high levels of
cooperation among tutors and mentors, classroom teachers, parents,
program coordinators, and school principals and other district
administrators,

In general, the longer that tutoring and mentoring programs are in
operation, the more likely they are to adopt the features described above.
Programs with each of these features include the following:

. ea C ere

Berea sponsors programs that previde botk tutoring and mentoring
services to a total of 160 disadvantaged youth who are at risk of
dropping out of school. Tutoring activities are highly structured
and emphasize improvement in reading skills and assistance with
homework. Mentoring activities focus on the development of
communication skills--orally, in writing, and through artistic
media. About fifty Berea students are involved in the program, some
serving in paid positions and others as volunteers, depending on
their time commitment and level of responsibilicy. Participating
youth report that their attitudes toward education and their self-
confidence improved as a result of their involvement with the Berea
pPrograms. (See Appendix A.)

. o A W,

Catholic University's School of Social Service (working with the
District of Columbia Department of Human Services and the Marriott
Corporation) sponsors a tutoring and mentoring program that serves
disadvantaged youth living in foster homes. The program is designed
to help participants stay in schaol and to prepare for postsecondary
education and employment. College tutors meet with their students
twice a week--on Saturday for a tutorial session and one other day
to participate in a recreational or cultural activity (e.g., movie,
concert, trip to a museum, a beach, or the university gym).

Marriott provides employment training and counseiing for
participants and a part-time Job to each participant aged sixteen or
older who is attending school. The programr serves sixty youth and
Involves forty to forty-five college students, who receive a yearly
stipend of §1,000. The most clear-cut effect on tutored students
has been improved self-esteem. (See Appendix A.)

. MMBMMm;m

CUNY’s program is exceptionally large, involving 726 college mentors
and an eqiasl number of high school students from disadvantaged
backgrounds. In response to concerns about structure, the program
has recently adopted a career-oriented curriculum, which aims to
help participants develop ambitious, realistic personal goals and to
learn how to make responsible decisions. Mentors meet with their

iii
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assigned students once a week for two hours. Students also meet
weekly with the mentoring coordinators of their respective high
schools; these group meetings are intended to reinforce students’
experiences with their mentors. All mentors receive course credit
for their efforts. OQutside evaluations have found that participants
tend to make “normal progress™ toward high school graduation and
that the “"program brings people who want to help together with those
wvho need it.* (See Appendix B.)

Our examinaticn of tutoring and mentoring programs in foreign countries
found several instances of pPrograms that are similar to the U.S. programs
reviewed in this study. (See Appendices € and D.) The largest, most highly
structured programs are in Israel and England.

. The Perach tutorial program operates in all seven of israel's major
universities. The program provides partial tuition reimbursements
to university students who serve as tutors and mentors to
disadvantaged children. Assessments of the tutored students’
academic performance and personal development following tutoring
Indicate mixed results, with some increase in students’ self-rep s
of their personal aspirations and success in academic subjects.

. Our review also revealed several tutoring and mentoring programs in
English universities. These programs tend to focus either on
tutoring in math and science or on meeting the special needs of
immigrant children. Evaluation of these programs has consisted
mainly of self-reports showing participants’ and teachers’
satisfaction with program services.

The non-U.S. program with the greatest relevance to this study is a small
Project in Canada that was evaluated twelve years ago (Schwartz, 1977). The
Program used college students as tutors in a remedial reading project that
emphasized reading for pleasure and employed behavioral modification
techniques. Tutors were provided with extensive training before they began
working with students. Comparisons of participants and control students

demonstrated significant gains in reading resulcing from the program,
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e e of Current Pro

According to a nationally representative survey of colleges and
universities conducted for the mandated study, about 1,700 tutoring and
mentoring programs are curcently operating in 921 of the nation's 3,200
colleges and universicies (Westat, 1989).

. Most of these programs designate tutoring as their primary focus.

. The higher education institutions themselves are most often the main

funders of these programs, which are typically directed by a faculty

member or college administrator.

. Over half of the programs are relatively new, having begun
operations since 1980.

. Sponsoring colleges and universities report that the local demand
for tutoring and mentoring services outstrips the supply of
services.

In the 1987-88 school year, programs that had tutoring or mentoring as
their primary focus served 198,300 students and involved 63,200 college tutors
and mentors.

. Most of the elementary and secondary students served were minority
group members from socioceconomically and academically disadvantaged
backgrounds.

. An equal number of girls and boys were served.

. Tutors and mentors tended to be young women who were not socio-

enonomically disadvantaged and were not members of racial or ethnic
minority groups.

. The survey data indicste that tutors and wentors are most likely to
serve in a purely voluntary capacity, although some receive payment
or a stipend and others provide services to fulfill a course or
gradustion requirement.

Although there is no federal program that targets assistance to tutoring

and mentoring programs, four current programs either provide or could provide




such assistance; these are Chapter 1 and Chapter 2 of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary
Education, and the College Work Study program. Our analysis of these
programs--in light of current leocal efforts to provide tutoring and mentoring
services--suggests the following four principles that might form the basis for

a strategy of promoting and encouraging the delivery of these services:

1. Any targeted assistance will be most effective if it builds on
current tutoring and mentoring programs.

Local initiative--with some outside encouragement--has led to the
establishment of many tutoring und mentoring projects in recent
years. This level of activity suggests that considerable local
interest and enthusiasm currently exist to support these services.
In this environment, the federal government may be most effective by
providing supplementary help rather than taking the lead.

2. Federal financial suppert may be most useful in assisting project
development and implementation at the college level, rather than in
scho ens.

Although school systems are central partners in these projects,
colleges and universities provide the major support and leadership
for the initiation and continuation of organized programs of
tutoring and mentoring services. Institutions of higher education
report needs for funds to cover administrative costs (especially
training, monitoring, and liaison with schonl systems), student
stipends, and transportation.

3. In order for school systems to become more active proponents of

tutoring an entoring arrangements with institutions of higher

duc ] t eed tio d technical assistance that is

o
not currently avajlable to_them.

School systems need information on how they can integrate tutoring
and mentoring into their instructional prograns. These needs can be
met through technical assistance in the form of printed information,
training workshops, and conference presentations.

MWMMMWMM
institutions in initiating, expanding, and lmproving tutoring and
Eentoxing projects.

Several organizations currently assist colleges and universities in
developing and fmplementing community service activities, including

tutoring and mentoring. Small infusions of supplementary support
could translate directly into services for interested higher
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education Institutions, with little need for new organizational
Structures.

Because of the student support for projects that rely on volunteer tutors
and mentors, we cannot conclude thet financial incentives are essential for
the expansion of tutoring and mentoring Programs. Many students do not have
the financial freedom, however, to choose voluntary service over na'd
employm nt during thefir college years. In order to extend service
opportunities to college students who are themselves from disadvantaged
backgrounds, it will be important to help colleges obtain resources for

financial stipends or psyments to tutors and mentors.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This report reviews the scope, characteristics, and effects of tutoring
and mentoring services provided by college students to disadvantaged
elementary and secondary students. It also examines options for increasing
the availability of these services,

Tutoring and mentoring programs are highly relevant to national, state,
and local efforts to address three current priorities In education. The first
of these priorities is upgrading the education of disadvantaged students,
especially as that improvement can be demonstrated through increased
achievement and lowered drop-out rates. The second priority is finding
instructional techniques that can be implemented in conjunction with local
educational -reform objectives. The third priority is expanding opportunities
for volunteer service by college-age youth.

These priorities are reflected in the legislative mandate for this study,
which is included in the Augustus F, Hawkins-Robert T. Stafford Elementary and
Secondary School Improvement Amendments of 1988 (P.L. 100-297). The provision
(Section 6204) states:

Participants under chapter 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965

carried out by students in institutions of higher education. In

conducting such research, the secretary shall (1) determine if such
pPrograms are effective, (2) determine the role the federal government
should play in promoting and encouraging such Programs, (3) determine if
such programs are effective if conducted on a volunteer basis or whether
it 1s necessary to offer incentives, such as tuition assistance, academic
credit, or reduced obligations for student loans, to induce paxrticipation
by students in institutions of higher education, and (4) review available
evidence on programs being conducted in foreigr countrias with a view
toward determining whether their experience is applicable to the United

States. The secretary shall report the resultz of the study to the

Congress within 1 year of the date of the enactment of this Act. '
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Study Methods

The U.S. Department of Education (ED) conducted the mandated study in
three pha: In the first phase, the department instructed Folicy Studies
Associates, inc., (under ED contract 300-86-0094) to prepare four papers
addressing topics in the lagisiative provisions. The papers, which are
Presented in Volume II of this report, are:

. Overview of U.S. Tutorial Programs That Pair College Students and
Children (Appendix A)

. An Assessment of the CUNY [City University of New York] Student
Mentor Program (Appendix B)

. Overvievw of Tutorial Prograns in Western Europe and Canada That Pair
College Students and Children (Appendix C)

. A Review of Israel’s Perach Tutorial Program (Appendix D)

The CUNY and Perach programs received special attention in this sevies because
they have been in place for several years and have been extensively reviewed
and evaluated.

The second phase of the study was the design and administration of a
survey of a nationally representative sample of colleges and universities to
determine what proportion are implementing tutoring and mentoring programs and
the characteristics of the tutoring and mentoring programs that they sponsor.
Westat, Inc., conducted this survey in January 1989 and analyzed the resulting
data under a contract with the National Science Foundation (SRS -8520082).

The third phase of the study was the synthesis and analysis of
Information obtained in the first two phases. Policy Studies Associates,
Inc., carrfed out these activities (under ED cortract LC89089001) and
interviewed personnel of local tutoring and 1netmt:tu::lng programs, school system

pPersonrsl, ED program managers, and officials of national organizations
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involved in promoting voluntary youth services; the names and affiliatjons of
interviewees are listed in Appendix A. The report draws information from all
three phases of the studv,

In interpreting the legislative mandate, the study team made several
decisions that affected the three phases of the study. First, we interpreted
"eligible participants under Chapter 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Act of
1965" to mean disadvantaged children as fdentified locally. Since none of the
tutoring and mentoring programs we examined in depth (seec Appendix A) used
Chapter 1 eligibility as a specific criterion for student participation, we
adopted the criteria for determining student disadvantagement that the local
Projects used. These criteria included (1) low academic achievement, (2) low
family income, (3) poor performance in school (which sometimes included
factors other than academic achievement, such as poor attendance, poor
classroom behavior, and faiiure to complete assignments), and (4) residence in
blighted or economically depressed neighbevhoods. These criteria are
consistent with Chapter 1 eligibility requ rements, and the broader definition
permitted us to cast the widest possible 1.t in fidentifying programs that
exhibit the purposes and methods described in the mandate.

Second, we examined programs in which college students act as mentors
(i.e., role models and informal advisors) as well as those in which they serve
mainly as tutors. As discussed later in this report, many local Programs
involve both types of services. In some cases, programs providing one-on-one
academic help to disadvantaged students have evolved in directions that
emphasize development of self-esteem and skills in personal decision making.
Because tutoring and mentoring sarvices are so closely linked in many

projects, this study has examined both types of services.
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rofile ojiege Tutoring and Mentori rograms

The survey conducted as part of this overall study (Westat, 1989) defined
tutoring and mentering programs to include “college-sponsored programs that
invelve undergraduate or graduate college students working with preschool,
elementary, or secondary students to help the Younger students improve their
academic skills and motivate them to continue their education.” Meutoring
programs were defined as those providing successful role models and improving
self-esteem and, unlike tutoring programs, not necessarily having a direct
academic focus. The survey emphasized an interest in those tutoring o-
mentoring programs that target "economically disadvantaged schools or
children, "

tics

According to the survey data, 29 percent of the 3,212 colleges and
universities in the United States Sponsor a total of 1,700 programs that
include either tutoring or mentoring or both components. Of these programs,
1,130 (67 percent) report a primary service focus of catoring, while another
281 (17 percent) report mentoring as their primary focus. The remaining 16
percent of the programs, while including tutoring and/or menCoring components,
identify their primary service focus as diagnostic evaluation (fifty programs)
or "other" (216 programs). Table 1 provides an overview of each of these
Program types by several institutional characteristics. For the remainder of
this report, our analysié (including all of the tables) addresses the 84
percent of programs whose primary service focus is tutoring or mentoring.

Colleges and universities are almost four times more likely to sponsor
tutoring than mentoring programs. Four-year institutions house the
overvhelming majority of both tutoring and mentoring programs (89 and 82

A
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Table 1

Percent Distribution of Prograns, by Primary Service Focus and
Institurion Control, Type, Size, and Region

! !
i I
INSTITUTIONS ! PRIMARY SERVICE FocusA ]
! ]
| !
With Without | Dlagnostic ] ENROLIMENT
All programs prograas ! Tutoring Mentoring  evaluation Other f TOTALD
! !
{(n=3,212) (n=921) {n-2,291) } {n=1,130) {n=281) (n=50) ({n=216) i (n=12,247,055)
Institution i |
characreriscic percent  percent parcent { percent percent percant pstcant |
i i
| l
Institution control | |
| !
Private..... hteaneans fea 35 59 53 | 8% 51 23 s | 23 pearcenc
Mlle.....u.........,.. &5 4l 47 I 3s 47 71 (9 i 77 percent
{ I
Institution type i {
W Four-year.............. ‘e 60 84 50 i 89 8z 100 73 | 63 percent
= Two-ysar,., ... ceererreenn 40 15 50 { 1 18 o 27 { 37 percent
| ]
Institution anrollment § i
h.. th‘ﬂ l.m..-.;..... 51 3& 55 ‘ 60 1? 12 1? l "c
l.m - s.’?’..-..-:..... 30 3& 3‘0 ‘ 23 29 53 32 f -
"m Otlﬂl‘!....-u.-.u 19 32 1& ‘ 3? S‘c 3& sx [ .-
I i
Insticution geographic ragion { H
l!em:...u...-u..u. 28 29 27 x 28 &1 s e ! 26 percant
“n“‘ltliiﬁlhlllcﬁtalcnr 28 23 !0 ! 22 15 13 i1 l 28 Percant
swm“:-.lllllﬂllttniﬁl 22 19 23 t 20 25 2? IS * l? p.rﬁ.nt
““:tlltlt!!(t!ll‘!!l'l:k 23 2’ 20 ! 30 20 23 41 f 31 Parcant
] i
& Weighted n's for progiams do net add to 1,700, dus to twenty: fo.r missing cases whers a primary service focus was not indicated.
Y Fall 1985 toral snrollment data, .
Enrollment data using thess sizs cuts are noc availadls.
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percent, respectively). Two-year institutions house slightly more mentoring
than tutoring programs (18 and 11 percent). While mentoring programs occur
almost equally in private and public institutions (53 and 47 percent),
tutoring programs are found nearly twice as often in private, rather than
public, institutions (65 percent and 35 percent).

Primary service focus accounts for some program differences involving
institution enrollment and geographic region. More than half (54 percent) of
the mentoring programs are administered in large institutions (enrollment of
6,000 or more} of higher education (IHEs), a third (29 percent) in medium-
sized institutions, and about one-sixth (17 percent) in small institutions.
In contrast, nearly half of all tutoring programs (40 percent) are
administered in small institutions, less than a fourth in medium-sized IHEs
(23 percent), and more than one-third in large universities (37 percent). As
might be expected, although only 19 percent of IHEs are classified as large,
they are disproportionately represented among institutions with tutoring and
mentoring programs. Tutoring programs are rather evenly spread across
geographic regions, while mentoring programs are concentrated in the Northeast
(41 percent of all such programs).

Inception of Current Projects

Table 2 reveals that, while almost half of the tutoring programs began
before 1980, most mentoring programs were established during the last four
years. One explanation for this, suggested by Lisa Hicks of Campus Compact,
is that the term "mentoring” has bacoma popular in recent years, even though
the service has been provided for some time. Thus, the term may be new, but

the programs or activities are not.
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Table 2

Percent Distribution of Year That
Tutoring and Mentoring Programs Began Operating

Tutoring Mentoring

Time period percent percent
Before 1980 47 27
1980-84 16 16
1985-87 ' 23 32
After 1987 14 25
100 100

The primary sponsors of current tutoring and mentoring programs are
college departments and divisions. They sponsor 52 percent of tutoring
programs and 36 percent of mentoring programs.

Program $ize

Table 3 sumarizes programs in terms of the number of tutors or mentors
providing services in a typical weak during the fall of 1988, Small, mediunm,
and large tutoring programs are almost evenly distributed, while mentoring

programs are slightly more likely to be medium- or large-sized.?

! Program size classifications were determined after reviewing the data
provided by survey respondents.
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Table 3

Perzent Distribution of Tutoring and Mentoring Projects,
by Program Size

Tutoring Mentoring

Program size percent percent
Small (eight or fewer students) 32 26
Medium (nine to twenty-one students) 36 30
Large (twenty-two or more students) 32 44
100 100

Erogram Goals

As might be expected, the primary goal for students receiving services
from a tutor or mentor varies greatly by program orientation (Table 4).
Over three-quarters of tutoring programs aim primarily to improve the basic
skills of the elementary/secondary school students they serve, compared to 9
percent of mentoring programs. More thsn half of the mentoring programs are
geared mainly toward either providing their participants with a role model or
improving their self-esteem. Beyond that, the primary aim of mentoring
pPrograms is rather evenly distributed among the goals of improving basic
skills, preventing students from dropping out of school, and providing

éxposure to college.
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Table &

Primary Program Goal for Students Being Tutored
or Mentored, by Type of Primary Service Provided

Tutoring Mentoring

Primary student goal percent percent
Improve basic skills 77 9
Improve self-esteem 9 23
Prevent dropouts 4 9
Expose participants to college 4 8
Provide role models 3 34
Assist gifted/talented 1 2
Improve vocational skills 0 5
Provide recreational/cultural 0 2

activities

Other 2 7
100 100

Tutoring and mentoring programs report different goals for their college
tutors and mentors (Table 5). Well over half of the tutoring programs (57
percent) said that their Primary goal for tutors is to permit them to obtain
practical experience. While this primary goal is espoused by 35 percent of
the mentoring programs, a larger set (40 percent) report public service as

their primary goal for mentors.




Table 5

Primary Goal for Tutors and Mentors, by Type of
Primary Service Provided

Tutoring Mentoring

Primary tutor/mentor goal percent percent
Provide practical experience 57 5
Develop public service

commitment 29 40
Provide non-campus

experience 5 7
Other 9 17

100 100

Participating Students

During the 1987-88 school Year, about 161,000 preschool through secondary
students were tutored in programs thet identified themselves as focusing
Primarily on tutoring and that were affiliated with an IHE, and about 37,300
received mentoring services in such programs.® During a typical week,
approximately 109,800 students were served by these programs. Tutoring
programs served a median of sixty students per program, and mentoring programs

served a median of forty-five students per progranm.?

; According to the Digest of Education Statistics 1988, the pational
enrollment in elementary and secondary education was 45.4 million students in
1986. For purposes of comparison, Chapter 1 currently serves about 4.7
million students.

? Medians, rather than means, are used for this and certain other
measures because they provide a more accurate, less skewed statistic when
comparing across programs.
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The demand for tutors and mentors is greater than the supply. Thirty-six
percent of tutoring programs and 32 percent cf mentoring programs repoert
more student referrals than can be served with available tutors and mentors.
Medians of twenty students per tutoring program and thirty students per
mentoring program cannot be served.

Nearly half (46 percent) of the students participating in tutoring
Programs are enrolled in elementary schools, while 40 percent of the mentoring
participants are muiddle/junior high students (Table 6). Twenty-seven percent
of tutoring participants are in senior high school, as are 23 percent of
mentored students. Only & few tutoring and mentoring participants are in

preschool or are school dropouts,

Table 6

Schoel Level of Students Tutored or Mentored, by
Type of Primary Service Provided

Tutoring Mentoring
School level percent percent
Preschool 5 6
Elementary 46 31
Middle/junior high 20 40
Senfor high 27 23
Dropouts 1 1

Table 7 summarizes selected demographic characteristics of students who

are tutored or mentored. Both tutoring and mentoring programs tend te serve
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high percentages of minorities and students from socioceconomically
disadvantaged backgrounds, while tutoring programs tend to serve a somewhat
greater percentage of academically disadvantaged students (70 percent) than do
mentoring programs (50 percent). Programs tend to serve equal numbers of boys

and girls,

Table 7

Characteristics of Students Served in Tutoring or Mentoring Programs,
by Primary Service Focus .

Tutoring Mentoring
Median Median
Student characteristic percent percent
Member of racial/ethnic
minority group 70 70
Socioeconomically
disadvantaged 66 70
Academically
disadvantaged 70 50
Male 50 50

dutors and Mentors

During the 1987-88 school year, about 52,400 college students served as
tutors and about 10,800 served as mentors in programs with a primary focus of
either tutoring or mentoring, with a median of twenty college students pst
tutor program and twenty-six college students per mentor program. In a

typical week, about 33,500 tutors and 8,200 mentors provided services (at
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least one tutoring or menteoring sessfon each) to elementary and secondary
school students.*

Survey respondents were asked to indicate who is eligible to participate
in their programs. Twenty-one percent of tutor programs and 30 percent of
mentor programs permit all college students in their communities to serve in
their programs. Forty-two parcent of tutor and mentor programs only allow
students from their own college or university to participate. The remainiag
pPrograms allow only students from a particular division or department at the
institution to participate.

Although girls and boys are equally likely to receive tutor or mentor
services, three-quarters of tutors and mentors are young women. Tutors are
much less likely than the students they serve to be members of a racial/
ethnic minority (11 percent median, compared across programs)® or to come from
socioeconomically disadvantaged backgrounds (10 percent median). Among
meutors, a median of 20 percent are minorities, and 20 percent come from

socloeconomically disadvantaged backgrounds,

Survey respondents (typically a program staff member from each IHE) were

also asked to indicate the most frequent reason that college students

* According to the Digest of Education Statistics 1988, the full-time
enroliment in higher education is 7.1 million.

® According to the » the racial/ethnic
enrollment in higher education (as of Fall 1986) was 79 percent white, 9
percent black, 5 percent Hispanic, 4 percent Asian/Pacific Islander, 3 percent
non-resident aliens, and 1 percent Native American.
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participate in their tutor or mentor program.® Table 8 indicates that two-
thirds of the mentors (67 percent) participate on a voluntary basis. Far
fewer participate for payment (14 percent) or as part of a course requirement
(16 percent). The main reasons cited for tutor participation are more evenly
distributed. Only a few tutors ana mentors participate to fulfill a
graduation requirement. However, these numbers indicate that communi ty

service has become a requirement for graduation at a few institutions.

Table 8

Most Frequent Reason Tutors or Mentors Participate in Programs,
by Type of Primary Service Provided’

Tutoring Mentoring
Reason given percent percent
Volunteer 35 67
Payment 29 14
Course requirement 32 16
Graduation requirement 3 2

Erogram Staff

Most tutoring and mentoring programs (88 percent and 85 percent,
raspectively) employ a program director. Fifty-nine percent of the Programs
also include at least one assistant coordinator. Most program directors are

full-time employees of the institution who staff their programs on a full- or

* One must use caution in interpreting these data because the responses
come from IHE staff and not from the tutors or mentors themselves.

7 Colums do not add to 100 due to rounding.
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part-time basis. About half of the assistant coordinators are part-tinme
employees.

As one would expect, program size has an influence on the number of
assistant coordinators per program. Small programs average one assistant
coordinator, medium-sized programs average two, and large programs typically
have three.

Most program directors (for all program sizes) are either faculty members
or administrators. Assistant coordinators tend to be either faculty members,
graduate students, or undergraduates.

General university salarfes pay for .ver half of all program directors.
Most assistant coordinators are paid from a general university salary or a
university salary specifically designated for tutoring.

A fifth of the program directors for medium-sized and large programs and
also assistant coordinators for large programs receive no compensation. Fewer
small programs do not pay their program director (15 percent) or their
assictant coordinator (1l percent).

Over half of all staff for all sizes of programs are responsible, to some
degree, for the following: training, advising, monitoring, and recruiting
tutors or mentors; working with classroom teachers and school district
persomnel; matching tutors or mentors with students; and working with parents
or a parent-teacher association.

Funding Sources

Tutoring and mentoring programs receive funding from a variety of
sources. However, the Institutions that house these programs are also their
primary funders 44 percent of the time. IHEs are the primary funder of all

pPrograms, e.pecially large ones (Table 9). The federal government more often
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supports small programs than medium or large programs. Tutoring programs (18
percent) more often obtain foderal money as primary funding than do mentoring
programs (8 percent). Both Program types are equally likely (11 percent) to

receive their primary resources from the state government.

Table 9

Primary Funding Source for Tutor and Menzor
Programs, by Program Size

Program Size

Total Small Medium large
Source percent percent percent percent
Institution of higher ed. 40 32 43 48
Federal government 18 27 14 12
State government 13 14 17 8
Private foundations | 7 8 5 6
Individuals 6 10 5 4
School systems 2 1 1 3
Student fundraising 2 1 1 3
Local government 1 1 1 1
Businesses 1 0 1 1
Other 10 5 13 14

100 100 100 100

Other primary financial contributors include individuals, private

foundations, school systems, businesses, and program participants (through
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fundraising efforts). Local governments support less than half a percent of
tutoring programs and 4 percent of mentoring programs.

Information on program budgets is limited because only 32 percent of
survey respondents indicated that their program has a separate budget. Of
those, more tutoring programs (38 percent) than mentoring programs (21
percent) have a separate budget. For programs with their own budger, the
median total budget for 1987-88 for tutoring programs is about seven times
(§30,000) greater than that of mentoring programs ($§4,225).

Programs with a separate budget were asked to indicate the costs that
their budget covered.® Interestingly, while small programs share their budget
to a much greater extent than do medium and large programs, small programs are
also more likely to be responsible for tutor compensation, coordinators’
salaries, transportation, training, and special events. "Materials” is the
Ludget item most frequently accounted for by all programs, regardless of size.
Eighteen percent of medium-sized programs and half as many small programs must
cover building costs.

Program Evaluation

Sixty percent of tutoring programs and 52 percent of mentoring programs
reported that they conduct program evalustions, and both types of programs
reported that they had achieved high levels of attainment across all their
program goals. Tables 10 and 11 summarize the reported level of goal

attainment for tutoring and mentoring programs, respectively.

® Only 6 percent of mentoring programs with a separate budget and 3
percent of tutoring programs with such a budget must share it with another
institutional program (not necessarily of the same type). Program size is a
strong determinant of whether or not Separate budgets are shared. Mediunm-
sized and large programs share separate budgets to a far lesser degree (5 and
7 percent, respectively) faan do small programs (25 percent),

17



Table 10

Evaluation of Tutoring Programs’ Success
In Meeting Their Goals

Percent of Level of goal attainment
programs Not at
specifying all Somewhat Very
this goal successful successful successful
Goals
For students racaiv{nu‘
tutoring services:
Improve basic skills 99 2 22 75
Improve self-esteem 96 3 15 78
Provide role models 90 2 10 78
Prevent dropouts 68 10 29 29
Provide college exposure 62 4 9 49
Provide recreational/
cultural opportunities 62 11 19 32
Assist gifted/talented 42 8 15 19
Improve vocational skills 25 6 11 8
For tutors:
Provide practical
experience 87 1 10 76
Develop public service
commi tment 81 3 17 61
Provide non-campus
experience 78 4 6 68
18
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Table 11

Evaluation of Mentoring Programs’ Success
in Meeting Their Goals

Percent of Level of goal attainment
programs Not at
specifying all Somewhat Very
this goal successful successful successful
Goals
For students receiving
mentoring services:
Provide role models 99 0 5 94
Improve self-esteem 99 2 27 70
Recreational /cultural
opportunities 89 10 18 61
Provide college exposure 86 8 6 72
Prevent dropouts 76 4 40 32
Improve basic skills 67 8 18 41
Improve vocational skills 43 12 15 16
Assist gifted/talented 42 7 5 30
. For mentors:
Develop public service
commi tment 92 2 18 72
Provide non-campus
experience 78 0 13 65
Provide practical
experience 66 1 8 57
19
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Seventy-five percent of the tutor Programs reported that they are "very
successful” in improving students’ basic skills; another 22 percent indicated
they are "somewhat successful.* Ninety-four percent of mentoring programs
report that they are "very successful" in pProviding role models to students.
Seventy percent of mentoring programs stated they are "very successful® in
improving the self-esteem of the students they serve.

Seventy-six percent of the tutoring programs indicated that they are
"very successful® in providing practical experience to tutors: another 10
peércent are “somewhat successful." Seventy-two percent of the mentor pPrograms
indicated they are "very successful” in helping colleg& students develop a

public service commitment.



II. EFFECTIVENESS OF TUTORING AND MENTORING SERVICES

Although most tutoring and mentoring projects report that they meet their
goals, no corroborative data are available that would permit a conclusion that
college-based tutoring and mentoring projects improve the educational (or
other developmental) prospects of disadvantaged children. Evaluations of
college tutoring and mentoring projects, when available, tend to be confined
to a single project or project model and to address questions of local
interest. These studies do not exhibit either the breadth or rigor needed to
draw conclusions about the effectiveness of college tutoring or mentoring
programs, in comparison with other types of educational and social
interventions in the lives of disadvantaged children. However, other research
has been conducted on the effectiveness of tutoring and mentoring in improving
the educational prospects of disadvantaged students, and it is useful in the
context of this report even though the earlier research did not focus on
services provided by cullege students.

Slavin (1987) reviewed seven controlled studies of tutoring provided to
disadvantaged students in the elementary grades (generally by paraprofes-
sional aides, teachers, or other trained adults); in all of these studies, the
tutored children exhibited performance gains that exceeded the gains of
similar students who were not tutors.u. Similar conclusions were expressed in
4 meta-analysis of sixty-five studies examining tutoring programs (Cohen,
Kulik, & Kulik, 1982); the meta-analysis concluded that tutoring programs
"have definite and positive effects on the academic performance and attitudes

of those who receive tutoring."”
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An analogous review of research on mentoring i{s contained in Flaxman,
Ascher, and Harrington (1988). The conclusions expressed in this review are
considerably less definitive, however:

When planned mentoring is intensive and extended, the support can help

solve some of the contradictions [that disadvantaged youth experience in)

moving into the mainstream of society. . . . The possibility of achieving
even limited goals for planned mentoring depends, however, on accurately
diagnosing the needs of the potential mentee, and in ensuring that
mentoring--as opposed to other interventions--is best suited to the
youth’s problems.

The review of tutoring and mentoring effects conducted for this study
indicates that many Projects report results that are consistent with those
described by Slavin, Cohen et al., and Flaxman et al., in different contexts.
After examining relevant findings of local studies, this chapter identifies
Project features that are associated with tutoring and mentoring success.
Because of the speczfal policy relevance of service incentives to prospective

tutors and mentors, we examine issues surrounding that topic in the third

section of this chapter.

Flaxman et al. (1988) explain the lack of evaluation in mentoring

projects and similar services in terms of the programs’ low funding levels,
vague goals, and lack of organizational structure. Our research suggests that
these circumstances may be changing as the number of programs grows and as
mentoring and tutoring projects bscome more formalized and thus more likely to
be scrutinized by potential funding sources that require evidence of previous
success,

Other impediments to evaluation are described in a 1987 review of

tutoring programs (Hedin), which explains that tutoring is an "extremely
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complex interpersonal encounter, made up of multiple variables that are
difficult to control and isolate.” According te this observer, "The outcomes
of a tutoring progrum could depend on any of the following variables: the
frequency and duration of .ne sessions; the amount of tutor training; the sex,
socioeconomic status, race, academic performance, and psychological maturity
of the tutor; the motivational level of the tutee; the attitude of school
teachers; the subject matter: and so forth.* Moreover, she states, "It i{s far
more difficult to mssess affective or attitudinal change than academic
achievement, "

A lack of technical expertise has also impeded high-quslity evaluation,
although this problem is now being addressed. Under a grant from the
MacArthur Foundation, Campus Compact, a national organization of IMEs
concerned with promoting public service among students,’ is developing
evaluation strategies and guldes to provide local projects with the tools to
conduct valid assessments of their services.

The studies used in the following summary range from anecdotal reports of
project effects to rigorous quantitative analyses of individual programs. We
also refer to Hedin's overview of several progran evaluations (1987) and the
meta-analysis of studies examining tutoring projects (Cohen et al., 1982).

Effects on Students Receiving Services

Project evaluations have examined several different types of student
effects that could be attributed to participation in tutoring and mentoring

projects.

® See Appendix A for descriptions of three national organizations that
coorZinate s:udent volunteer activities--Campus Compact, Campus Opportunity
Outreach Lesgue (COOL), and Youth Service America.
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Increase in academic performance. Current studies have examined academic

achievement outcomes more closely than any other type of student benefict,
according to Hedin (1987). Although no comprehensive review of academic
achievement outcomes is available, local project evaluations present evidence
of overall project success in improving academic achievement.

. Our own review of nineteen tutoring and mentoring projects in the
U.S. (see Appendix A) indicates that over half (eleven out of
nineteen) report improvement in students' test scores, grades,
and/or academic performance as a result of project services,.

. Evaluations submitted by several IHEs (e.g., Mississippi State
University and the University of Northern Colorade) in response to
the tutoring/mentoring survey show significant improvement in the
reading and math achievement scores of students who receive tutoring
assistance,

. Teacher surveys administered by the Columbia College (Illincis)
tutoring project, tutor evaluations from the CUNY Brooklyn College
"l Have a Dream" project, and an informal report from St. John's
University (New York) indicate improvements in reading, math, and
writing skills.

. Teacher and tutor surveys conducted as part of the Georgetown
University/D.C. Schools Project show differing perceptions of
project success. Although tutors rate students’ progress as “high"
(an average of four, with five as the highest possible rating),
teachers report that participants’ academic progress was “slow."

The discrepancy in tutors’ and teachers’ perceptions of their students’
progress (in the Georgetown project) indicates the variations characterizing
the project assessments that are based on subjective information.

Four studies described in the professional literature also examine
academic gains for students receiving tutering or mentoring assistance.

. The Snyder-Union County, Pennsylvania, Juvenile Probation Department
evaluated its Alternative Education program, which provides tutorial
instruction to secondary school students who have been referred
through the juvenile court for miner delinquency or truancy. In
this program, tutors from Susquehana University and Bucknell
University work with students on their college campus. Analysis of
the academic outcomes of eighty-three students served during the
period 1980-84 (Herbst & Sontheimer, 1987) shows that sixty-four
were promoted, six were retained in grade, three graduated (out of
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four seniors), seven dropped out to pursue a GED (no indication
glven of whether these students attained their GED), and three
dropped out with no further educational activity.

Another study (Valenzuela-Smith, 1983) evaluated a project that
served twenty-two Hispanic students in a Junier high school in rural
Antelope Valley, California, and insulved twenty-two Spanish-
proficient students from a Los Angeles community college who served
as mentors to the younger students. The evaluation indicates gains
in the oral English and report card grades of all participants.
Moreover,  all twenty-two students enrolled in high school rather
than dropping out. There were no gains, however, in reading scores,
Scores on a self-concept measuvre, or school attendance.

Powell, Wisenbaker, and Connor (1987) evaluated the academic
effectiveness of an intergenerational tutoring program serving
children from low socioeconoric backgrounds in Athens, Georgia.
Forty-two percent of the tutors were college students, and the rest
were other volunteers (e.g., retirees, housewives). Although the
students who participated in the program in 1983-84 had greater
average gains in reading and math achievement and moxe favorable
changes in absenteeisa than did their nonparticipating counterparts,
the differences were too small to be statistically significant.

The meta-analysis of findings of school tutoring programs (Cohen et
al., 1982) found achfievement gains for tutored students. Most of
the studies (forty-five out of fifty-two) that described test
performance report that the tutored students scored higher in
acadenic areas than students who were not tutored.

Several studies of tutoring and mentoring programs conducted outside the

United States also examined whether participants experienced academic gains.

.

The Imperial College of Science and Technology in Londen surveyed
pupils, tutors, and teachers participating in the Young Scientist
Scheme (Goodlad, 1988). In respense te survey qu:stions, 43 percent
of the pupils reported that their academic performance had fmproved
since they began the program. In addition, 98 percent of the
teachers reported that their students had learned more after being
tutored (Goodlad, 1988). An earlier evaluation of this project
(Goodlad, 1985) indicated that 64 percent of the pupils found that
their lessons were easier to follow when tutors were present.

Three systematic quantitative evaluations of the Perach tutering
Program in Israel were performed between 1978 and 1982, The studies
compared experimental and control groups on measures of math,
English, general knowledge, and attitude. The first two studies
found negative achievement gains among the Perach participants, in
comparison to the control groups. The third study showed positive
gains for participants, although these gains may have been due to a
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high drop-out rate for children in the experimental group (Fresko &
Eisenberg, 1985),

Our examination of studies of academic growth attributable to tutoring or
mentoring revealed one study with special relevance to instructional programs
serving disadvantaged students. This Canadian study (Schwartz, 1977,
described more fully in Appendix B) evaluated a tutrorial program serviung low-
achieving seventh-graders. The program trained collsge students to sexrve as
reading tutors and "contingency managers® of students’ development of reading
skills and interests. Improved reading performance and school-related
behaviors allowed students to earn tokens, which were later exchanged for
grades. The evaluation, which randomrly assigned students to treatment and
control status, indicated "significantly greater increases in reading scores
of experimental groups, compared to control groups, substantial improvement in
target behaviors, and significant changes in verbalizations toward reading."
Findings from standardized pretests and posttests indicated that the average
reading increase for tutored students was 2.1 grade levels, comparea to 1.0
grade level for control groups. Six-month follow-up studies showed that a}il
groups “consolidated their gains and that their grade scores continued to
improve™ and that the lowest-scoring students improved the most.

aducation. Our review

identified several tutoring or mentoring projects that had measured change in
participants’ attitude and motivation. These include the following:

. The Berea College (Kentucky) Students for Appalachia project found
improvements in motivation and attitudes associated with their
project. Their evaluation used an informal interest survey of
students and a quastionnaire administered to tutors.

. Based on a survey of teachers, the projects at Columbia College and

St. John's University also found improvements in tutored students’
attitude and motivation.
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The Ravenswood-Stanford Tutoring Progran reported that 75 percent of
the teachers and tutors who completed an end-of-year survey observed
positive academic and attitudinal changes in tutored students.

The Mississippi State University Language Arts Practicum surveyed
program participants and nonparticipating peers and found a
significant project-related increase in attirude toward school among
participants.

Based on responses to questionnaires, an evaluation of the CUNY
Student Nentor Program found that the program creates favorable
educational experiences for mentored students and prepares them to
set realistic educational and career goals (Gregory & Berley-
Mellits, 1988).

In addition, two studies reported in the professional literature describe

attitudinal gains for tutored students.

The evaluation of the Antelope Valley tutoring program (Valenzuela-
Smith, 1983) includes analyses of teachers’' and mentors’ responses
to a behavior asssssment questionnaire. It indicates that
participants’ school behavior improved as a result of project
participation. In addition, the students themselves report that the
program helped alleviate their anxiety about going to high school.

The meta-analysis (Cohen et al., 1982) reports that students’
attitudes towards their academic subjects improved as a result of
tutoring, although the sample sizes were small. All eight of the
studies reporting on student attitudes found a positive change in
attitude among tutored students when compared to other students.

Two programs conducted overseas also report attitudinal gains for tutored

students.

The Oxford University Joint Action Committee Against Racial
Inequality (JACARI) program in England found that the project has a
positive effect on student attitudes and toward learning in general,
based on questionnaire responses from tutors and students.

The Perach tutoring program conducted a follow-up study to determine
whether the program has any sustained or delayed effects on
participants (Efsenberg, 1983). Results of a mail survey
adainistered to students who had participated two years earlier and
a control group i{ndicate that tutored students have higher
aspirations and are more likely to report that they are succeeding
in their academic subjects. Evaluators concluded that the principal
sustained effect of tutoring i{s the increased value that
participants attach to education.
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als. More than one-

third (seven out of nineteen) of the project evaluations available to us from
projects in the United States report that tutored or mentored students
benef{ted from exposure to the college setting and from learning about the

lifestyles of their tutors and mentors.

. The Berea College project evaluation indicates that exposure to
college resources and role models contributes to the overall success
of tutored students.

. Informal observations and anecdotal reports of tutors, students, and
project staff indicate that students participating in the Notre Dame
University Neighborhood Study Help Program and the CUNY Brooklyn
College/Macy Foundation Project develop strong mentor relationships.

. Findings from a teacher survey of the Geoxgetown University/D.C.
Schools Project indicate that the college students’ function as role
models is a valuable program component.

. Questiomnaire data from an evaluation of the CUNY Student Mentor
prograa indicate that students benefit froam exposure to college,
exploring options, gaining tools to help plan their futures, and
forming new, positive relationships (Gregory & Berley-Mellits,
1988) .

Five U.S. projects for

which we obtained project evaluations report increases in students’ self-

esteem. For example:

. Based on a survey of participating students and a questionnaire
filled out by tutors, the Berea College program concluded that
tutoring services increase participants’ self-confidence and
opermess and raise their expectations for their own success.

* Using a pretest/posttest design, the Catholic University Afterschool
Program found that participants score low on self-esteem measures
prior to receiving services and, following the establishment of
mentor relationships, gain in self-esteen,

. Tutors participating in the CUNY Brooklyn College "I Have a Dream"
Project report that %heir students {mprove in self-confidence and
willingness to =2ttuck problems.
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The meta-analysis (Cohen et al., 1982) also reports improvement in
students’ self-concepts in seven out of nine studies that addressed this

issue.

Qverall benefits. Three U.S. prograns report that participating students
experience overall benefits as a result of tutoring or mentoring.

. Anecdctal reports of program coordinators and tutors in the American
University program state that both tutors and students experience
*pesitive results.®

. Tutors and teachers from the Comnecticut College Tripartite Tutoring
program indicated on an informal checklist that student
participation in the tutoring program leads to improvements in
school.

. The Notre Dame University project compiled informal observations of
tutors, teachers, and coordinators, in which participating students
Are reported to view the program as "fun and educational® and to
have an overall "positive feeling® about the program.

The Oxford University JACARI program also reports overall gains for

participants, based on questionnaire results.
Effects on Tutors and Mentors
Programs that provide tutoring and mentoring services generally also aim

to provide benefits to the cellege students who deliver services.

Almost half of

the local project evaluations we obtained from U.S. projects (eight out of
nineteen) report that tutors and mentors gain practical experience and improve
their interpersonal skills as a result of their service activities. A major
difference among the projects is the extent of their focus on pre-professional
experience.

. The East Palo Alto/Stanford Summer Academy project provides tutors
with practical experience in preparation for a teaching career.
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. Reports from the CUNY Brooklyn College/Macy Foundation project
indicate that tutors receive a sclid foundation in teaching
techniques and experience.

Other programs emphasize practical experience as part of a well-rounded

education and as a complement to academic theory.

. Tutors in the Berea College project indicated on a questionnafire
that they experience increases in group identity and in leadership
and communication skills.

. Tutors in the Mississippi State University Language Arts Practicum
reported that they gained experience and applied academfic theory in
& practical setting.

. Mentors participating in the CUNY Student Mentor program indicated
on a questionnaire that they obtained hands-on experience in the
helping professions and in developing skills required to reach
persons with problems.

Qur contact in Amsterdam found in his review of research describing
findings from several Dutch tutoring programs that a majority of the college-
age tutors serve in that capacity while they are training to become teachers
and are taking teacher training courses. As part of the teacher training
curriculum, tutoring provides an exposure to pedagogical and psychological
problems affecting the instruction of disadvantaged students. Tutors also
learn to assist students in coping with these problems.

Findings from an open-ended questionnaire distributed to teachers,
tutors, and students participating in the Imperial College of Science and
Technology Young Scientist program in London indicate that 95 percent of the

tutors gain "useful practice in communicating scientific ideas" (Goodlad,

1985).

Increase amitme D _COomm ¥ 58 . Project evaluations from

four U.S. prograss indicate that tutors become more interested in community

service as a result of their tutoring or mentoring experience. Projects
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reporting this effect include those at Berea College, Columbia College, and
Notre Dame University. An informal report from St. John's University states
that high levels of tutor commitment are demonstrated by the fact that
approximately 75 percent of the tutors work with their students for more than
the required sixty hours per semester and that they continue to tutor after
the end of the college academic year.

e - - . Four U.S. programs report
that tutors gain self-esteem and self-confidence as a result of their service
opportunity.. For example, informal reports from staff meetings and
supervisory sessions show that the Catholic University Afterschool Program
tutors improve their self-esteem as a result of the tutoring experience. The
CUNY Broecklyr College "I Have a Dream" tutors report gains in confidence and
knowledge of themselves on self-evaluation focuses. Anecdotal reports from
tutors and staff of the CUNY Brooklyn College/Macy Foundation pr;jeet indicate
that tutors experience strong personal gains as a result of their involvement.

The meta-analysis (Cohen et al., 1982) found that three-quarters (twelve
out of sixteen) of the studies reporting on tutors’ self-concept describe
improved self-concepts for tutors as a result of tutoring.

Ex22§2Ig_;g_ngg_ggl;gxgl_ggggiggg. This benefit is emphasized by tutors
part:icipating in two U.S. projects. The Berea College project found that
tutors increase their familifarity with and understanding of different cultural
settings as a result of their i{nvolvement in the program. Tutors from the
CUNY Brooklyn College "I Have a Dream" project also indicated on an evaluation
form that they attained a better understanding of the environment in which

disadvantaged students live and improved in their ability to relate to them.
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wmm. The Catholic University Afterschool

Program reports that end-of -year grades indicate tha* mentors improve their
academic performance.

The meta-analysis (Cohen et al., 1982) reports that most studies (thirty-
three out of thirty-eight) found tutors perforn better on exams in the
subjects they tutor. They also found that most studies (four out of five)
reporting on tutors attitudes toward their subject matter describe positive
changes in attitude.

Effects on the Community

Fecur U.S. projects report anecdotally that their programs have positive
effects on the cnnmmityl g

. The Notre Dame University Neighborhood Study Help Program reports

that their program breaks down barriers and improves relations
between the university and its partner in the project, St. Mary's
College, on the one hand and the South Bend community on the other.

. The Berea College project also reports that tutoring services
improve “town-gown" relations.

. The Catholic University Afterschool Program describes the effects of
its program as a "mutually beneficial interaction® that provides a
means for the university to give something back to the community.

. The Ravenswood-Stanford Tutoring Program found that Stanford is
perceived more positively as a result of increased involvement with
the community and its successful collaborative effort to improve
basic problems regarding children’s achievement and morale.

The evaluative study of the Alternstive Education Program, sponsored by
the Snyder-Union County, Pennsylvania, Juvenile Probation Department,
indicates ssveral benefits to the Juvenile court, the school system, and
parents (Herbst & Sontheimer, 1987). Due to the program’s success, the number
of official referrals for truancy has declined, and fewer fines are levied

against parents for their children’s truancy.
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Though useful as an overview in understanding the benefits that
individual projects experience, information on project success does not

indicate what the most important features of a tutoring oo mentoring project

are. The next section describes current evidence on program features.

Program features vary across projects due to differences in individual
pProgram needs, resources, and Boals. However, our telephone interviews and
research review identified several components of tutoring and mentoring
programs that are commonly found in programs that are perceived by observers
and participants to be "working well,*® Programs that report problems often

attribute their difficulties, in part, to deficiencies in these key areas.

According to the national survey of college tutoring and mentoring
programs (Westat, 1989), students typically spend three hours per week with
their tutors or mentors, although several students may share the services of a
single tutor or mentor, There is a great difference in the number of students
assigned to each tutor or mentor based on program size. On average, small
programs (eight or fewer tutors or mentors) assign five students per tutor or
mentor, medium-sized programs (nine to tventy-one tutors/mentors) assign three
Students to a tutor or mentor, and large programs (twenty-two or more
tutors/mentors) only assign one student. These data indicate that as programs
increase in size they do not necessarily serve larger numbers of students,
Rather, they tend to serve students on a more individualized basis.

As one would expect, tutors and mentors spend their time with students

quite differently. On average, 59 percent of a tutor’s time is spent on basic
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skills remediation, and another 28 percent is spent assisting with homework:
thus, a total of 87 percent of a tutor's time is spent on academic activities.
On che other hand, mentors average :9 percent of their time in recreational or
cultural activities with their students. An additional 30 percent of a
mentor’s time is consumed by other activities related to serving as a role
model, such as counseling (on both personal and career concerns). Mentors use
the remainder of their time to provide basic skills remediation (21 percent)
and assist with homework (10 percent).

Interview data and program literature emphasize the importance of a
defined time commitment for tutors and mentors. Clearly outlined expectations
for the duration and conditions of tutoring and mentoring sessions help
minimize schedule conflicts, absenteeism, and turnover, which may cause
disadvantaged youth to fesl rejected and frustrated. According to interviews,
the time commitment should be sufficient in session length and overall
duration to provide consistent, ongoing service to needy youth. Based on the
experience of its member institutions, Campus Compact recommends that mentors
make at least a "one-year time commitment of three hours a week to build the
trust and rapport that foster a closa, persistent relationship® (Campus
Compact Newsletter, February/March, 1989).

The survey data indicate that an overwvhelming majority of tutoring (97
percent) and mentoring (86 percent) programs expect college students to make
an explicit service coumitment (Table 12). Programs with these expectations
have high rates of service completion by tutors (93 pexcent) and mentors (91
percent). The average length of expected service in these programs is around

twenty weeks.
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Table 12

College Student Time Commitment to Tutor or Mentor Programs

Commitment to program Tutoring Mentoring

Percentage of programs in
which students are
expected to mske a
commitment to serve 97 86

Mean number of weeks of
expected service 19 22

Mean percent of students
completing commitment
(of programs that expect
students to make a
service comnftment) 93 91

Participants in the 1989 Bay Area Tutoring Conference, held at Stanford
University, emphasized comnitment, because it provides “integrity and a sense
of importance to the tutor, as well as a clear understanding of what will be
expected from the volunteer.*® They said that there is a positive relationship
betwaen successful recruiting of effective tutors and clear articulation of
the expected commitment.

Several programs (e.g., St. John's University, Stanford University,
Connecticut College) require tutors and mentors to sign contracts binding them
to a specific time commitment and outlining responsibilities, expectations,
and goals, Participants in the Bay Area Tutoring Conference endorsed the use
of such contracts. Contracts may also incorporate the college and public
school calendars to avoid schedule conflicts and vacation breaks, which may

disturb the continuity of the program. Campus Compact finds that “successful
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programs avoid this problem [of scheduling inconsistencies] by encouraging
letter-writing, phone calls, and visits" (Campus Compact Newsletter,
February/March, 1989).

Screening and Matching

Screening. As service providers, tutors and mentors work with a fragile
population. Programs thus need to Screen potential tutors and mentors to
ensure that competent and altrufstic students are recruited. This is
particularly important in mentoring projects, Lacause mentoring requires a
willingness to establish a relationship, act as a role model, and appreciate
different cultural and socioceconomic backgrounds. Campus Compact states that
the "unique characterfstics involved in establishing a mentor relatiorship
demand careful screening” (Campus Compact Newsletter, February/March, 1989).

Screening techniques currently in use vary from simple application forms
to extensive interview sessions and may include essay assessments,
questionnaires, interest inventories, and reference checks.

The program staff of the CUNY Student Mentor program, in conjunction with
CUNY’s legal department, has developed a comprehensive screening instrument
that requires information on the prospective mentor’s background, with
attention to drmg use and criminal history, espectaily as a child abuser. A
recommendation is required from a former employer or professional who knows
the applicant, can assess the i1 dividual’s relevant background
characteristics, and knows whether the applicant can be a positive role model.
A nminioum grade point average (GPA) of 2.5 is also required.

Personal intsrviews are often used to select potential tutors and
mentors. The Catholic University Afterschool Program interviews students to

assess their commmication skills, their academic strengths and weaknesses,
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and to obtain other personal information (e.g., financial situation, other job
commitments). Students must demonstrate a willingness to devote substantial
time to serving children in the community and have a minimum GPA of 2.5.

Matching. Pairing the diverse needs and backgrounds of disadvantaged
youth with the skills, interests, end backgrounds of tutors and mentors can
increase the effectiveness of tutor and mentor programs. Particularly for
mentoring programs, which involve the establishment of sensitive
relationships, good matching can foster an understanding and appreciation
between the mentor and student, which will facilitate successful role modeling
and attitude and skill development.

Matching tutors and mentors with students is a responsibility for two-
thirds of the program directors, as indicated by survey respondents. A
majority of all programs report that assistant coordinators also share this
responsibility.

In their literature review of mentor programs, Flaxman et al. (1988)
report that the “"principle of similarity is most commonly used to pair mentors
and mentees (e.g., age, sex, race, cultural similaritie.,, gewqraphic
proximity, interests, career aspirations, and howurs available).® However, as
the survey data in Chapter I indicate, there are some notable differences
between mentors (and tutors) and the students t% ¥y serve in the areas of sex,
race, and cultural background,

Techniques for matching tutors or mentors and students vary, ranging from
use of interest inventories to alloving youth to choose their preferred
mentors during informal group sessions (Campus Compact Newsletter,
February/Maxch, 1989). Flaxman et al. (1988) found that "4in a progran where

mentors and mentees are given a chance to chooss each other, the plamned
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mentoring becomes more like spontanecus natural mentoring, which involves an
open, varied, and long-lasting relationship.”

CUNY's current pairing process exemplifies the mutual selection
technique, It employs a series of personal familiarization opportunities,
including interviews between mentors and students, self-profiles, and games to
develop friendly contact between the two groups. These techniques are
reported to be easier to use with the pProgram’s current afterschool, on-campus
format. By the fifth week of the program, vhen formal pairing oceurs, both
menturs and students have a8 good idea of whom they would 1like to work with.

The Connecticut College Tripartite Tutoring program uses traditional
matching techniques in which students are paired with tutors havin: similar
backgrounds and interests. Teachers and prospective tutors complete forms
specifying the types of assignments sought, relevant experience, skills,
schedules, and student needs; the students to be tutored also provice
biographical and academic information.

Ixaining and Monitoring

Iraining. The importance of training for tutors and mentors is indicated
by the survey Jata and interviews with local program coordinators and school
System personnel. Nearly three-quarters of tutoring programs and two-thirds
of mentoring programs pProvide preservice training; 61 percent of both pProgram
types require participation. The usual nugber of preservice hours provided is
six,

Training is particularly important when there are racial, cultural, and
socioeconomic differencas betwean tutors or mentors and the students they
serve. Campus Compact recommends that training programs “prepare amentors to

respond appropriately to a variety of situations and cover issues such as
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child development, substance abuse, domestic violence, teen pregnancy, racial
and cultural sensitivity, and socioceconomic issues influencing youth®™ (Campus
Compact Newsletter, February/March, 1989). The Compact also emphasizes the
importance of seeking outside help and using community resources for
professional support. Techniques such as focusing on interpersonal and
communication skills and enlisting community experts as speakers and workshop
leaders for various topics are also recommended by Campus Compact.

CUNY mentors receive intensive training during four meetings with their
coordinators before being paired with a student. Topics discussed during
these sessions include components of the career-focused program curriculum,
relationship building, valuer clarification, and goal setting. Mentors
receive ongoing training and assistance through weekly meetings with their
coordinator and other mentors to share their experiences. CUNY coerdinators
(at the high schools and colleges) also receive a comprehensive handbook that
discusses the topics covered in the training sessions and the activities to be
conducted during the semester-long program.

Our telephone interviews indicated some areas where training could be
improved. In particular, teachers report that tutors would benefit from
learning more about the school curriculum and about the resources and
materials available in their schools. These teachers express a desire to be
involved in the preservice training of tutors to help address this need.
(This type of involvement would 8o beyond the more general "contact” reported
between teachers and tutors/mentors and described later in this chapter.) 1In
addition, some program staff report that classroom teachers need inservice

training on how to involve tutors and mentors productively,
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Honitoring. Monitoring of tutors and mentors and ongoing training
sonpetimes overlap, depending on how each is defined by a program. Ongoing
ttaiﬁing may be used as both a monitoring technique and an enrichment
strategy.

The monitoring of tutors and mentors allows program staff to assess
progress and to identify and address problems atr an early stage. A review of
Programs by Campus Compact indicated that the experience of established
programs, such as Big Brothers/Big Sisters and Career Beginnings, underscores
the importance of monitoring the mentor relationship as a form of "quality
control™ (Campus Compact Newsletter, February/March, 1989). The ideal
monitoring strategy, according to Canpus Compact, involves program staff who
provide guidance, superviszion, and a liaison vith parents a.d teachers. This
technique allows feedback to occur among all participating parties, which
helps ensure that goals, expectations, and needs are met.

The survey conducted for this study defined monitoring as "direct
observation of tutors/mentors for the purpose of improving tutoring/
mentoring.” A majority of tutoring prograns (71 percent) and mentoring
programs (64 percent) reporc that they provide this type of supervision (Table
13). More than a third of the tutors and mentors are monitored on a weekly
basis and about two-thirds are monitored at least monthly.

In addition to monitoring, most tutoring programs (78 percent) and
mentoring programs (81 percent) include regular meetings between tutors and
mentors and their program coordinator, with more than 50 percent of tutors and

mentors meeting with their coordinator two to four times per month.
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Table 13

Percent Distribution of Programs That Monitor
Tutors and Mentors, by Type of Primary Service Provided
and Frequency of Monitoring

Tutoring Mentoring

Monitoring percent percent
Weekly 35 36
Biweekly 11 9
Monthly 18 20
Less than monthly 7 1
None 29 34

100 100

Interview data indicate that regular discussion sessions that allow open
discussion and provide feedback are an effective monitoring and improvement
technique. Local projects employ other monitoring methods as well. The Berea
College program, for example, uses several that evolved in response to program
needs. These include tutor log books (which document each session’s
activities and the tutor’s personal reflections), staff meetings and
enrichment sessions, and end-of-semester tutor evaluations conducted by the
director. 1In addition, the project employs what personnel termed a “loose
monitoring system* that consists of ongoing contacts with teachers and
parents. This technigue allows staff to assess tutor/student pregress and

also serves as "crisis monitoring."
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Other programs use a formal organizational structure for monitoring
purpeses. The Notre Dame Neighborhood Self Help Progran reports that irs
monitoring system i{s built on a hierarchical administrative structure and
clearly defined roles. Student leaders on the project's Executive Committee
(which also includes school System representatives) are responsible for
monitoring and fundraising, providing training and materials, and making
changes that evolve from monitoring. Thirteen student captains, who report to
the student leaders, monitor mentor activities at their respective sites.
They also act as liaisons between student leaders (and the Executive
Commfttee) and mentors by supervising mentors, assessing problems, and
devising solutions. Captains meet once a month to discuss program operations
and mentor problems.

The absence of monitoring strategies can be a significant impediment to
the achievement of measurable positive outcomes, as has been reported, for

example, in Israel’'s Perach progran.

The importance of local support and coliaboration is a speclial emphasis
of Youth Service America (YSA), a national coordinating group concermed with
promoting youth volunteer services. In a recent publication, YSA states that
Principles of best practices Include "responding to local needs, planning and
administering programs at the state and local levels, and becoming an integral
part of éonmunity and school policy affecting youth and human services" (YSA,
1989, “Recommendations--Federal Involvement®). Campus Compact also actively
encourages the collabores>ion of IHEs with local school systems, community

organizations, and gtate policy makers (see Appendix A).
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Some examples of collaboration strategies include the following:

* Berea College developed closer working relationships with public
school teachers, guidance counselors, school psychologists, and
administrators by holding scheduled meetings throughout the
semester, informing schools which students were being tutored,
involving tutors in parent-teacher meetings, and clarifying the
roles of tutors, program staff, and school personnel.

. Catholic University’s program recently added a part-time coordinator
to its staff to facilitate communication among teachers, social
workers, counselors, and tutors.

Over one-half (59 percent) to over four-fifths (82 percent) of tutor and
mentor programs report high degrees of cooperation between (1) tutors or
mentors and classroom teachers, (2) tutors or mentors and parents, (3) program
coordinaters and classroom teachers, and (4) program coordinators and the
school district or school principals (Westat, 1989).

The survey data also indicate that tutor programs have a higher degree of
contact than mentor programs between (1) tutors and classroom teachers, (2)
pProgram coordinators and classroom teachers, and (3) program coordinators and
school districts (Table 14). This fact may be due to the larger percentage of
tutoring activities that occur in the participating elementary/secondary
students’ school and the higher percentage of time spent engaged in
academically related activities. Mentor programs, however, have a slightly
higher degree of contact with the students’ parents.

Almost half of all tutoring occurs at the school of the students served,
while over half of the mentors serve their students on the college or
university campus (Table 15). Such services are much iess likely to be
provided at community centers or in a student’s home.

About half of the college students who provide mentoring services receive

help with transportation from their sponsoring college or university (42
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Table 14

Program Contacts, by Primary Service Focus

Tutoring Mentoring

Contacts percent nercent
Between tutors/mentors and

classroom teachers 81 59
Between tutors/mentors and

parents 67 72
Between program coordinators

and classroom teachers 77 59
Between program coordinators

and school district or

school principals 82 64

Table 15

Most Frzquent Place for Tutoring and Mentoring Activities

Tutoring Nentoring

Most frequent place percent percent
On college campus 37 61
Elementary or secondary school campus 49 19
Community center/agency 9 6
Student’s home 2 2
Other 3 12
100 100
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percent) or the mentored students’ school (7 percent). Less than a third of
college tutors receive such help from either their sponsoring Institution (23
percent) or the participating schools (3 percent).

Because an ample supply of able, entlusiastic college students is
essential for the success of any tutoring or mentoring program, we turn now to
a review of incentives for ensuring the availability of potential tutors and

mentors.

Incentives for College Students to Serve as Tutors or Mentors
The survey data indicate that tutoring and mentoring programs employ a

range of incentives for rewarding college students who serve as tutors or

mentors (Table 16). These include practical and tangible rewards, such as

Table 16

Types of Incentives Offered for Tutor or Mentor Participation,
Dy Type of Primary Sesvice Provided

Incentive Tutoring Mentoring
(multiple responses allowed) percent percent
Recommendations 58 42
Academic credit 45 33
Dinner 36 57
Cash stipend 34 24
Certificate 27 48
Tuition fee/reimbursement 8 8
Other 20 10
45
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academic credit or cash stipends and, less frequently, the reimbursement of
tuition or fees. Programs also offer other incentives that highlight the
nature of the service they provide; these include recommendations, recognition
dinners, and certificates.

The survey data show that tutors are more likely to receive academic
credit or cash stipends for their services than are mentors. Only 8 percent
of the programs offer tutors or mentors tuition or fee reimbursements as an
incentive to participate. Tutors receive a higher percentage of
tecommendations for potential employment or graduate school than do mentors,
vhereas mentors are almost twice as likely as tutors to receive a certificate
documenting their service.

Despite the availability of incentives, project staff report that more
than one-third of the tutors (35 percent, as shown in Table 8) and two-thirds
of the mentors (67 percent) volunteer their services without an expectation of
either monetary payment or academic credit. Telephone interviews conducted
for this survey found no IHEs that require tutoring or mentoring without
providing either stipends or academic credit,

Our own review of projects that offer varying types of encouragement and
rewards suggests that incentives such as stipends and academic credit are more
likely to be offered in projects that are highly structured and that make
greater demands in the areas of training, monitoring, and coordination of
activities (e.g., the projects at Berea College, CUNY, American University,
Catholic University). Conversely, projects that impose few such requirements
for project participation are likely to rely on honorary rewards and
encouragement (e.g., Carlaton College, University of Pemnsylvania’s West

Philadelphia Tutoring Collaboration, University of Texas).
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In their examination of mentoring programs, Flaxman et al. (1988) point
out one of the considerations in deciding whether to offer concrete

incentives:
Extrinsic rewards mzy help extend the mentor’'s patience during a
difficult period, but they may also encourage ‘volunteers’ who are less

interested in mentoring and the individual mentee than in the extrinsic
rewards.

This concern that financial incentives might overshadow students’ altruistic
motives for service is expressed by several local program coordinators whom we
interviewed. For example, the coordinator of the tutoring program at American
University said that the project aﬁards tuition reimbursement stipends (of
$1,000) at an annual end-of-the-school-year ceremony honoring the
accomplishments of tutors and their students, in order to make sure that the
monetary incentive does not overshadow the personal value of the service
itself. (The stipends are applicable to the next semester’s tuition;
graduating seniors thus cannot make use of the incentives unless they are
staying on for graduate school.)

Project coordinators pointed out other considerations in deciding whether

to provide financial incentives. For example:

. Program experts at COOL, a national coordinating group concerned
with promoting public service by college students, and a Project
coordinator at Stanford University noted that the provision of
financial compensation makes it easier for local projects to
establish program requirements, such as screening of prospective
tutors and mentors, participation in training, and close monitoring
of their work.

. The program coordinator at Catholic University said that service
programs must offer financial incentives in order to compete with
other possible outlets for gtudents’ energies, especially since many
students are burdened with significant financial debt. This ‘
coordinator alse expressed a belfef that students should receive
some financial compensation for what is often a very demanding,
emotionally draining responsibilicty.
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In determining how to provide financial incentives, the Catholic
University coordinator said that stipends are most effective when they are
paid on an hourly basis. At Catholic, the student stipend of $950 a year is
provided in return for a minimum of five hours of work a week over forty
weeks, which averages $4.75 per hour.

In deciding whether to provide financial or academic incentives, it may
be useful to differentiate between tutoring and mentoring programs. Tutoring
Projects provide a direct, measurable service, whereas mentoring projects tend
to focus on the establishment of certain types of relationships. The larger
percentage of mentoring projects that rely on student volunteers (compared to
tutoring projects that are staffed with volunteers) suggests that the projects
themselves may perceive that mentoring is more appropriately conducted as a
volunteer activity--rather than as a task that generates financial
compensation.

However appropriate voluntary services may be in the context of certain
situations, the fact remains that many college students do not have the
financial freedom to choose voluntary service over paid employment. The final
chapter of this report describes options for using federal funds as leverage

to increase the availability of tutoring and mentoring services.
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III. CONSIDERATIONS IN PROVIDING FEDERAL SUFPORT FOR
TUTORING AND MENTORING SERVICES

The legislative provisions for this study of tutoring and mentoring
services require the secretary to "determine the role the federal government
should play in promoting and encouraging such programs.* Two broad findings
of this study are important in considering whether special federal assistance
is warranted for the support of tutoring and mentoring services. The first,
based on evaluations conducted by others, is that tutoring and mentoring
services can be effective in improving the educational experisnces of
disadvantaged students. The second is that many colleges and universities are
sufficiently convinced of the success of these programs to support them,
despite a lack of substantial outside funding.

Given current limits on federal spending, decisions on “prcmoting and
encouraging” possible new federal initiatives--such as one to provide
financial support for tutoring and mentoring programs--should either (1) be
based on data indicating that the mew programs would generate benefits that
are superior to the benefits of existing federally supported services that
would be displaced by a new spending program or (2) build on current federal
programming without requiring significant new spending. This study did not
obtain information that would fulfill the first of these conditions {e.g., a
comparison of tutoring and mentoring with other strategies for improving the
education of disadvantaged students). Based on our analysis of the fit
batween tutoring and mentoring services and several current federal education

programs, however, this chapter suggests directions for a modest strategy of
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"promoting and encouraging™ the establishment and expansion of tutoring and
mentoring services, which could build on four current federal Programs,

To explain the components of such a strategy, this chapter (1) describes
the suitability of these four federal programs as potential sources of support

for tutoring and mentoring services and (2) Presents a set of principles that

might serve as the basis for a federal support strategy.

OQur research identified four federal education programs that are
appropriate sources of federal programmatic support for tutoring and
mentoring. Twe of these--the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary
Education and College Work Study- -currently provide low levels of financial
support for tutoring and mentoring prograns.

Chapter 1

Federal law requires Chapter 1 projects in school districts to provide
supplemental services "to meet the special educational needs of educationally
deprived children® (Section 1011(a)(1) of P.L. 100-297). As described by the
federal Chapter 1 program director, these services must be part of "an
organized, consistent instructional approach . . . that intimately involves
teachers and principals® in project development and implementation. )
Provisions imposing this requirement specify that a participating school
district is required to (1) conduct an annual assessment of educational need,
which must be used to identify educationally ¢ rived children with the
greatest need for special assistance; (2) design and implement a project that

is of sufficient size, scope, and quality to give reasonable promise of
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educational success; and (3) periodically evaluate project success in
assisting students to master basic and more advanced skills.

As these and other program provisions indicate, Chapter 1 imposes a
number of restrictions on the selection of participants and the services they
receive. Although none of these restrictions creates actual barriers to the
use of college students as tutors and mentors, careful planning would be
required to integrate any of the projects we learned about into a
Chapter 1 setting. We foresee the following Integration issues:

. Because Chapter 1 focuses on academic instruction, mentoring
services that emphasize improvement in student attitudes and self-
esteem could not be supported with Chapter 1 funds unless these
services had a clear role in supplementing define” academic areas.
(However, several mentoring projects include secondary goals of
basic skills improvement and homework assistance. Chapter 1 funds
could be directed toward these iatter activities.)

. Chapter 1 funds could be used for tutoring a particular student only
Lf the district had already selected that student to receive Chapter
1 services--by virtue of enrollment in a selected grade in a
selected school and evidence of a relatively high level of
educational need.

. Materials or equipment purchased with Chapter 1 funds and used in a
tutoring project could not be used for purposes other than Chapter 1
or to serve students not selected for Chapter 1 (unless costs were
prorated).

Despite these issues, there are many good reasons for linking tutoring
and, possibly, mentoring services to Chapter 1 as part of a larger federal
support strategy. Among them are the following:

. Because of its size, Chapter 1 programs identify and serve many of
the nation’s disadvantaged children, at least those in tha
elementary grades. Tutoring and mentoring projects thzc ainm to
serve disadvantaged children will, in general, find sany of them
participating in Chapter 1 projects for part of their school day.

d Given the supplementary nature of Chapter 1 imstructionm, tutoring
activities can generally be coordinated with Chapter 1 services.

Chapter 1 svaff are familiar with the problems and opportunities
posed by a supplementary instructional service such as tutoring and
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have experience in integrating supplementary instruction with
regular classroom services.

In addition, program staff report that there are no legal problems with
using Chapter 1 funds to reimburse expenses (such as transportation and
materials) assoclated with tutoring Chapter 1 participants. Also, if the
school system so desires, it can contract with a higher education institution
for tutoring services: under such a contract, Chapter 1 funds can be used to
pay for training tutors and teachers.

These fictors suggest that Chapter 1 can be used as part of a larger
strategy for promoting tutoring and mentoring. Becanse of its programmatic
restrictions, especially with regard to mentoring, however, Chapter 1 would
rot be appropriate as the sole vehicle for federal encouragement of these
services.

Chapter 2

Chapter 2, as modified by the Hawkins-Stafford Amendments and now known
as the "Federal, State, and Local Partnership for Educational Improvement,"
can provide federal support to tutoring and mentoring programs such as those
examined in this study. As described by Chapter 2 progran staff in ED:

. Tutoring and mentoring services could easily be justified under
thres of the six “targeted assistance prograns™ (Section 1531(b) of
the act) that are the basis for state and local activities under
Chapter 2. The three are (1) programs for at-risk students, (2)
"programs designed to enhance personal excellence of students and
student achievement,” and (3) “other innovative projects which would
enhance the educational programs and climate of the school.™

. Chapter 2 authorizes any state education agency (SEA) or school
district receiving a Chapter 2 grant "to make grants to and enter
into contracts with . . . institutions of higher sducation . . ."
(Section 1532(b)). This authority means that formal relatfonships
with colleges and universities can ba arranged and Chapter 2 funds

can ba used to support program activities involving these
institutions.
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. One popular use of Chapter 2 funds is mini-grant competitions, in
which individual schools and teachers compete to obtain support for
activities of their own design. These arrangements are particularly
appropriate support vehicles for turoring and mentoring projects,
given the small scale and operating costs that typify then.

The major impediment to using Chapter 2 for promoting tutoring and
mentoring services is that the law does not allow SEAs (and, by implication,
ED) to influence the design of local Chapter 2 programs so long as the local
programs comply with the law. This requirement is sctated in the following
provisions:

. SEAs must assure that, "apart from technical and advisory assistance
and monitoring compliance with this chapter, the SEA has not
exercised and will not exercise any influence in the decisionmaking
processes of local educational agencies as to the expenditures made
Pursuant to an application under™ Chapter 2 (Section 1522(&)(8)),

. "Subject to the limitations and requirements of this chapter, a
local educational agency shall have complete discretion in
determining how funds under this subpart shall be divided among the
areas of targeted assistance of this subpart® (Sectiom 1533(c)).

These provisions effectively prevent ED from requiring or encouraging the use
of Chapter 2 funds to support tutoring and mentoring programs. They would not
prevent ED from making information available to SEAs and school districts
about effective program: of this type, however,

A second (and lesser) problem in using Chapter 2 to support tatoring and
wentoring activities, according to program staff, is the inertia that has
characterized local program activities. SEAs and school districts have tended
since 1981 to use Chapter 2 funds to support activities that they conducted
under the forty antecedent programs consolidated into Chapter 2 that year.
The program’s shift to an improvement focus in 1988 was an attempt to dislodge
the status quo, we were told, although there are still no real "teeth" in the

law to make that happen.
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Given Chapter 2 insistence on local discretion, it does not seen
realistic to expect that the law could be amended to encourage any particular
type of improvement activity, including tutoring and mentoring. However, it
would be useful for current tutoring and mentoring projects to know that
Chapter 2 funds are a potential source of local support. With this

information, they might be able to press locally for Chapter 2 support.

In 1986, Congress authorized a new category of FIPSE funding intended to
assist IHE projects in which students provide community service in exchange
for educational services or financial assistance. According to FIPSE staff,
Campus Compact and the Education Commission of the States were instrumental in
obtaining congressional approval for this amendment. FIPSE is currently
funding sixty-six community service projects under this authorization.
Although program staff said they did not know how many of the sixty-six
projects include tutoring and mentoring services to disadvantaged students,
they report that more projects provide tutoring and mentoring services than
any other single type of service. They also stated that virtually all of the
sixty-six projects target their service activities to disadvantaged persons.

The FIPSE grants, which average $45,000 a year over a one- or two-year
period, principally cover administrative costs, including salaries,
recruitment, placement, training, and in some instances transportat.on.
Participating IHEs are expected to use other funding sources to support

student stipends.
The primary advantage of FIPSE as a source of federal assistance for

tutoring and mentoring services is that the program provides support directly

to the project level within the postsecondary institution. Moreover, the
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application process (1) requires IHEs to demonstrate that their proposed
Project has already received strong support from the community organization
they will serve and hence (2) helps ensure that federal money is used to
assist projects with the jreatest likelihood of achieving their objectives,

FIPSE's most serious drawback as a source of support for tutoring and
mentoring grograms is simply its limited budget for these activities (§1.4
million {n Fiscal Year 1989).

College Work Study Assistance

The Education Amendments of 1980 added Community Service-Learning jobs to
the College Work Study program. This provision was created as an incentive
for IHEs to establish community service positions, which may include tutoring
or mentoring activities. Under the Higher Education Amendments of 1986, IHEs
may use up to 10 percent of their College Work Study allocation to subsidize
student jobs serving low-income persons at a federal-share rate of 90 percent,
which is higher than the allowable share for the regular College Work Study
Program. In addition, students can be employed i{n Community Service-Learning
Jobs under regular College Work Study.

Community service jobs are also encouraged through a separate College
Work Study authorization for Job Location and Development activities. Under
this authority, iHEs may use an additional 10 percent of their College Work
Study allocation (up to $20,000) for locating and developing community service
Jobs for eligible students.

An institution may obtain additional funds for use in initiating,
improving, and expanding programs of Community Service-Learning through the

federal reallotment of unused College Work Study funds. Up to 25 percent of
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such funds must be distributed to IHEs that request the funds for the purpose
of developing Community Service-Learning programs.

EQ program personnel report that in 1987-88 a total of forty-four IHEs in
twenty-three states employed students in Community Service-Learning jobs.
Although ED does not collect data on the characteristics of institutions
involved in Community Service-Learning, program staff said that participation
is spread evenly across different types of IHEs (e.g. two-year and four-year,
public and private) and that some proprietary schools participate in the
program. ED staff said that they had no data on the types of community
service jobs that students hold,

This program's primary strength in a national strategy concerned with
tutoring and mentoring and other forms of community service is that it is an
option for linking student financial assistance to community service. The

program makes such service a realistic alternative to traditional paid

employment for students who must earn money while in college.

Our knowledge of current tutoring and mentoring activities and of the
federal authorities that might promote and encourage such activities suggests
four principles that could guide developme:nt of a federal support strategy.

These principles are discussed below.

Research to date shows that local initiative (with some encouragement and
assistance from private, nonmprofit organizations) has led to the establishment

of some 1,700 tutoring and mentoring projects across the country, with many of
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these established in the last several years. This level of activity suggests
that there is considerable local interest and enthusiasm for tutoring and
mentoring services and that perhaps the best way for the federal government to
promote and encourage these services is to supplement current activities,

without creating new programmatic structures at the federal level.

Our research indicates that the greatest financial needs in commecticn
with tutoring and mentoring activities are experienced at the college level,
IHEs report needs for funds to cover administrative costs (especially
training, monitoring, and liaison with school systems), stipends for tutors
and mentors, and transportation. Available data indicate that IHE program
budgets are low (median budgets of $30,000 for tutoring projects and $§4,000
for mentoring projects), so that relatively small infusions of federal frads
may generate significant levels of tutoring and mentoring services.

Our research (and that of others) indicates that school systems also
experience personnel- and materials-related needs that translate into dollars
and cents. These include needs for (1) staff time to participate in trainuing
and monitoring services and (2) instructional materials appropriate for use in
tutorial instruction. These program needs are less critical than those of
IHEs in ipitiating tutoring and mentoring programs, but they are of almost
equal importance in ensuring program quality. For this reason, they should be
considered ;n important second priority in any federal support for tutoring

and mentoring prograns.
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ass a ' _not ¢ ently ava .

Although school systems' needs in this area have a monetary dimension,
they are not primarily financial in nature. School systems are likeiy to need
information on how they can integrate tutoring and mentoring into their
instructional programs and, to a lesser extent, into their spending plans.
They may need information and examples of methods for:

. Selecting students to receive tutoring and mentoring services;

. Scheduling services;

. Training teachers to train and supervise tutors and mentors;

. Monitoring tutoring and mentoring activities; and

. Using federal funds under Chapter 1 and Chapter 2 to support
tutoring and mentoring services.

These needs could be met through technical assistance in the form of
Printed information (such as journal articles and manuals), workshops, and
conference presentations. The program-improvement capacity of the Chapter 1
Technical Assistance Centers could provide an appropriate delivery system for
this assistance.

Lng gim ﬁ ions in " nj.;:g ging. gggg ng. ﬁn 1m :gginz :m;g:zng g_n

mentoring profects.

Several national and statewide organizations currently assist colleges

and universities in developing and implementing community service activities,
including tutoring and mentoring. Because their paild staffs consist mainly of
recent college graduates who have successfully administered community service
activities on their own campuses, the organizations report that they provide

significant amounts of service on fairly small budgets. These organizations

58

70



could also be vehicles (through their conferences, technical assistance
networks, and publications) for providing additional information to IHEs about
service techniques, likely benefits, and funding sources.

Small infusions of supplementary funds to these organizations could
translate directly into services for interested INEs (and possibly also school
systems), with little need to create new organizational infrastructures. A
few small grants under existing ED discreticnary authorities could result in
significant expansion of the assistance activities conducted by these

organizations.
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